Approved For Release 2008/08/20 : CIA-RDP86M00886R002800150001-8

Exeoutive Registry
NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY 84. 7062/2
NATIONAL WAR COLLEGE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF: 12 December 1984

Mr. John N. McMahon

Deputy Director

Central Intelligence Agency
Washington, D.C. 20505

Dear Mr. McMahon:

Your presentation at the National War College on December 11, 1984 was
superb. We do not have the opportunity to hear frequently from members of
the national security decisionmaking community at your level. When we do,
it is always a tremendous contribution if the individual is willing to share
substantive knowledge in a frank and open manner. You have done all of that
and more.

We are most grateful for your taking the time to be with us. Omn behalf
of all the students and faculty you have our deepest thanks and wish for a
happy holiday season.

Sincerely,

Perry)M. Smith
Ma jor General, USAF
Commandant
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PAO 84-0482

4 December 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR: - Deputy Director of Central Intelligence

FROM: George V. Lauder
Director Public Affairs Office

SUBJECT: Address of the National War College

1. You will be speaking to the The National War College class of 1985 on
“The Role of Intelligence in Policymaking” from 10:00 to 11:30 a.m. in the
Arnold Auditorium, Building 61, at Ft. McMair on Tuesday, 11 December. Course
Director Colonel Rich Siner (USAF) and| will 25X1
meet you at the entrance of the building at 9:50 a.m. and escort you to the
auditorium.

2. Audiénce: Approximately 160 U.S. military and federal civilian
personnel will attend. The students’are mostly military officers of Colonel
rank but the FBI, State Department, USIA and the CIA will also have
representatives.

It will be a closed session and all attendees will have TOP SECRET, no
compartmented, clearances. Foreign officers attending the University will not
be allowed in the session. The Comman c Maior G
Perry M. Smith (USAF) will be present. 25X1

25X1

3. Speech: The talking points for your speech were forwarded to you
previousTy. You have been asked to speak for 30 minutes, followed by a
15-minute break, then 45 minutes of Q's and A’ A member of the Intelligence
Cormmunity Staff and a student in the class will introduce 25X1
you and monitor the Q's and A's. A neck mike and a standard microphone and
podium will be on stage. Your speech will be taped for our records.

4, Background: During the month of December the class topic is the
Intelligence Community's role in national security planning and decision-
making. Last year Bobby Inman addressed the class of '84. The DCI spoke to a
joint session of the National War College and the Industrial College of the
Armed Forces in December of 1982.
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SUBJECT: Address of the Mational War College

Attached for your information is background materials on the Nat1ona1
Defense University and biographies of:

Major General Perry M. Smith, Commandant

25X1

25X1

LGeorges ¥, Lauder

Attachments
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Executive Registry N
NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY o4 - 792 :/(

NATIONAL WAR COLLEGE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318

REPLY TO 12 September 1984
ATTENTION Of .

- S L
ot Tl £y

Mr. John N. McMahon

Deputy Director .
Central Intelligence Agency
washington, D. C. 20505

Dear Mr. McMahon:

1 am pleased to learn from STAT ~
that you will be able to address the members of The National &
war College on Tuesday, December 11, 1984. You are uniquely '
qualified to assist in providing our students a greater insight
into the intelligence community's role in national security
planning and decisionmaking--the subject before the class

during the month of December.

We shall also be studying the roles of the President, his
special assistant for National Security Affairs, the Defense
and State Departments, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the
Military Services--all with the goal of grasping the
interactions between these key players and the Intelligence
Community in national security policy development. We would
hope that you could spend one and one-half hours beginning at
10:00 a.m., which would include your presentation and a
question and answer period.

The National War College has a well-established policy of
holding all remarks in presentations such as yours in strictest
confidence. This, I believe, permits the speaker to discuss
his subject freely and with complete candor. Additionally, the
audience will consist of U. S. military and federal civilian
prsonnel only; all have TOP SECRET clearances.

The enclosed requisite form will provide the needed
information for the administrative support of your visit.
Please indicate your decisions and return it at your
convenience. I would appreciate receiving a copy of your
current biography in order to acquaint the student audience
with your experience and background.

Approved For Release 2008/08/20 : CIA-RDP86M00886R002800150001-8



Approved For Release 2008/08/20 : CIA-RDP86M00886R002800150001-8

Colonel Rich Siner, the faculty member directing this
portion of our curriculum, will continue to be in touch with
your office regarding the specifics of your presentation.
Please do not hesitate to call him at 693-8115 if you have any
further gquestions or he can be of any assistance.

We look forward to welcoming you to The National War,
College on December 1llth.

With best wishes,
Sincerely

Se

Perry M. Smith
Major General, USAF

Commandant

Encl
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Requisite for Forthcoming Presentation

SPEAKER: Mr. John N. McMahon

TIME, DAY, DATE: 10:00 a.m., Tuesday, December 11, 1984

TITLE/TOPIC: Intelligence _and the Role of the DCI

PLEASE UNDERLINE OR FILL IN NeECESSARY INFORMATION AND KETURN TO DEAN OF FACULTY AND
ACADEMIC PROGHAMS, NWC IN THe ENCLOSED ENVELOPE AT YOUR EARLIEST CONVENIENCE.

1. 1 (40) (do not) deire Nd to make 4 hotel reservation for me. N/A

a, If reservating in denjred, pleans atate daten and hotel preferance, 1f
any

YR TR

b, If reservation ia nol deaired, please state where you can be contazted
the Washington area.

(Address and Phone Number)

c. My expected time of arrival in the Washington area will be:
on via

(Hour) (Date) (Airline and Flight Number, or other means)

2., It is recommended that you arrive at NWC twenty minutes prior to presentation.
3. I (do) (do not) plan to stay for Discussion Group Meeting.

4. I (will) (will not) use visual aids in my presentation. If affirmative, please
indicate what type.

5. The classification on my lecture will be: UNCLASSIFIED
CONFIDENTIAL SECRET TOP SECRET .

6. I (do) (do not) object to properly cleared visitors at my presentation.

7. Reimbursement and honorarium: The sum of $ N/A is proposed as
reimbursement for your valued assistance to the College. This amount includes
governmental limits for transportation costs, a modest honorarium of $100 and
billeting expenses (if appropriate). (For U.S. Federal employees, only travel and
billeting costs can be reimbursed.)

(If this arrangement is acceptable, PLEASE INITIAL .)
(Signature)
(NWFA)
NWC Form 9
Nov 83
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MEMORANDUM FOR:  Mr. McMahon

He would Tike you to address the War College the morning
of 11 December (a Tuesday). It would be a 45 minute
presentation followed by Q's & A's. Audience would be

all of National War College save for the foreigners; i.e.,
audience would be entirely American with minimum of top
secret clearance--about 200 people including faculty.

He would like you to speak on role of intelligence in
national security decisionmaking process from both IC and
CIA viewpoint.

‘ called from the National War College STAT

Accept Hold off Regret
_ . kgt
e
RSVH:
P.S.

STAT

A3 L ET I PREVIOUS
$-75 CotYiONS
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TOP SECRET

.. UNCLASSIFIED when blank - TOP SECRET when attached to Top Secret Document - Automatically downgl;uded or
. declassified when filled in form is detached from the controlled document. '

CONTROL AND COVER SHEET FOR TOP SECRET DOCUMENT (COLLATERAL)

CIA T.S. C ONTROL NUMBER CIA COPY NUMBER DOCUMENT DATE DATE RECEIVED

TS 840717 #1 30 Nov 84 30 Nov 84
NO.PAGES  |NO.OF ATTACHMENTS (CIA T.5. # of Attachment) BRANCH, BADGE #, OR LOCATION LOGGED BY
SUBJECT:

DDCI Remarks to the National War College
CIA SOURCE INFORMATION EXTERNAL SOURCE INFORMATION
ORIGINATOR ORIGINATOR
DIRECTORATE OFFICE/BRANCH AGENCY CONTROL NUMBER COPY NO.
DCI OLL il

right-hand columns.

ATTENTION: This form will be placed on top of and attached to each Top Secret document received by the Central Intelligence Agency or
classified Top Secret within the CIA and will remain attached to the document until such time as it is downgraded, destroyed, or transmitted
outside of CIA. Access to Top Secret matter is limited to Top Secret Control personnel and those individuals whose official duties relate to the
matter. Top Secret Control Officers who receive and/or release the attached Top Secret material will sign this form and indicate period of
custody in the left-hand columns provided. Each individual who sees the Top Secret document will sign and indicate the date of handling in the

G2

y ¥l

REFERRED TO RECEIVED RELEASED SEENBY
OFFICE SIGNATURE DATE TIME DATE TIME SIGNATURE QFFICE/DIV. DATE
DDCI (Attn-
106
)7 14-
L
, i

44

i

o

/v

Va

Secret Control Office.

When this form is detached from Top Secret material it shall be completed in the appropriate spaces below and forwarded to the Agency Top

DOWNGRADED DESTROYED DISPATCHED (Outside CIA)
i BY (Signature) 10
BY (Signature) WITNESSED BY (Signature) BY (Signature)
DIRECTORATE & AREA OFFICE DIRECTORATE & AREA OFFICE DIRECTORATE & AREA OFFICE
DATE DATE DATE
:C;gM 2 6 gplg%s;! PREVIOUS TOP SECRET
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30 November 1984

NOTE TO: STAT

FROM:

SUBJECT: DDCI Remarks to the National War College

Attached are the talking points for McMahon's address to the National War
College. The audience has TOP SECRET clearances. I have spent a good deal of
time talking with the head of the course. They wish McMahon to talk about
intelligence's relationship to the policy community. They use a case-study
type of approach and would also like him to give examples of intelligence
vsuccesses" and "failures." The talking points are new material, not the
usual substantive topics we send McMahon.

Also attached are some of the reading materials for the course, a

description of the section McMahon is addressing, as well as an article by
Helene Boatner in Studies which is very good and from which I drew some of the

information for the talking points.

Attachments
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How well do we do?

THE EVALUATION OF INTELLIGENCE *

Helene L. Boatner i

Facing the press after the Bay of Pigs disaster, President John F. Kennedy
quoted an old saying: “Victory has a hundred fathers and defeat is an
orphan.” ' A colleague at CIA has adapted this bit of wisdom to the business of [
intelligence analysis as “‘Failure has many fathers; success is an orphan.” Our .
failures attract a great deal of attention, while our successes usually go |
unheralded—and sometimes unrecognized even by ourselves. Our greatest !
successes occur when nothing happens.

In evaluating the contribution of intelligence to US foreign policy, there
are two major issues:

— How successful are we (which depends on how you define our role in -
the policy process)? a

— How successful can we reasonably expect to be (which varies greatly
by topic)?

Intelligence and Policy

The role of intelligence in the policy process is a longstanding topic of de- #
bate—among intelligence analysts, among policy officials and between the two
groups.t The issue was a favorite topic of Sherman Kent, who headed the 1
Office of National Estimates from 1952 through 1967. J 1

{

For analysts, the fundamental question is how intrusive a role intelligence
should play.

— Those who are purists on the question of separating intelligence from
policy would prefer to deliver authoritative judgments—Dbuttressed by
facts, when available—and watch the policymakers accept those
judgments and act accordingly.

— At the other extreme are analysts who argue for intimate involvement
at all stages during the formulation and execution of foreign and
defense policy.

Consumers, for their part, have varying views of what intelligence should
do for them.

|

J

— Some believe intelligence units exist to deliver facts in response to t
their questions and that policymakers should make the analytic I

judgments, as well as the policy decisions that follow. l

* This article is adapted from a paper prepared for the twenty-fifth annual convention of
the International Studies Association, March 1984, Atlanta, Georgia.

65
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Evaluation

— Other policymakers value analysis, forecasting, and speculation in
principle, and want the intelligence community to take the initiative
in raising issues. But even they often resent such offerings if they
happen to run contrary to existing policy or to the policy preferences
of the individual.

The two groups have somewhat different perspectives on the relative
importance of the situation abroad to the policy decisions being made.

=3

PP S O S T SR

— Intelligence analysts typically see foreign developments within their
purview as the central issue for policymakers—they expect the
policymakers to do what is “right” on their accounts. They like to
believe that the intelligence input to decisions is of prime importance.
And they take pride in seeing the world “as it is.”

— Policymakers are usually juggling a variety of foreign and domestic
considerations within the confines of a particular view of how the
world should operate—a policy perspective.

— Normally, moreover, policymakers see a shapeable world, while
intelligence analysts see a less tractable world.

Early debates on this subject emphasized the dangers of close interaction
between the two groups. Kent, for example, was something of a purist,
believing that too much contact with the policy community could undermine
the objectivity of our work. My own view of our role, after listening to a
decade of criticism of our work as not relevant enough to the real concerns of -
policymakers, lies more toward the activist end of the spectrum and stromgly
in favor of analysis and estimating. I would define our job as contributing to
formulation and execution of policies that have a good chance of succeeling.

— In my opinion, we cannot contribute effectively unless we are
involved in the process.

— Assembling facts and making them intelligible is a vital function, but
the judgments we draw are the essence of our business—and by far
the hardest part of the job.

— To maintain the independence of our judgments, however, our
involvement must stop short of policy advocacy.

— Drawing that line is not easy. The lure of actually making policy is
ever-present and seductive. A former chief of Israeli Military Intelli-
gence summed it up eloquently: an intelligence chief who gets too
close to the policy process “‘is then unable to detach himself from the
festivities of policymaking just like the other self-gratified members of
the court who bask in their connections with power.” *

The basic argument for involvement is that intelligence officers need to
know what is going on in the US Government in order to contribute in a
timely and effective manner. And policy officials are prone to keep their
initiatives, and the options under consideration, secret from anyone who is not
involved in the deliberations. Ray Cline has made no secret of the fact that he
resigned as head of the State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and

* See “The Intelligence-Policymaker Tangle” following this article.

66
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Research because Henry Kissinger would not share information that was
essential to effective intelligence support, and Cline cites such secrecy as a
major cause of intelligence failure.* There is no element more important to
good intelligence support for the policy process than a clear set of priorities
established, and continually revised, at the policy level—a point made in the
final report of the Church Committee and nearly every other study done on
the subject.> Only by sitting in on the policy deliberations can we detect the
shifting needs for intelligence support in a timely fashion.

Reasonable Expectations

Intelligence analysts can be certain of two things beyond death and taxes:

— They will make errors. (Even if they never go beyond reporting facts,
some of those “facts” will be wrong.)

— Their message will usually be unwelcome, since they usually will be
pointing out problems and drawing attention to obstacles facing the
policymaker.

Not surprisingly, therefore, intelligence analysis is a profession that
appeals to the brave, the dour, and the aspiring martyr.

In judging the quality of analysis, a number of factors have to be
considered. Accuracy (on both facts and judgments) is one key ingredient.
Timeliness is another—if the analysis does not arrive before the critical US
decisions are made, it serves no useful purpose. Effective delivery—a clear ..
message forced to the attention of the people who need it—is another essential. *
Finally, objectivity is the characteristic that separates intelligence analysis
from advocacy or from catering to the policy preferences of our customers. Of
these, accuracy and objectivity are the two that come in for the greatest
amount of discussion.

-

How right or how wrong we can expect to be varies a lot by topic.

— Some distinctions are obvious, like our differing access to facts in open
versus closed societies.

— Concealment and deception are potential hazards on many subjects.

— But the accuracy of our assessments also depends on whether [l
relationships between the facts we have and the ones we lack are fixed i
(physics), generally predictable within some range (economics), or il

! highly irregular (politics). The more human decisions affect the

L] relations between the known and unknown facts, the harder it is for

an analyst to assess the present, to say nothing of predicting the future.

— Moreover, the future is always to some degree governed by the
intentions of human beings; intentions are always hard to glean and
subject to change.

— The problem is compounded if you are dealing with advanced
technologies. The object of your analysis is not merely a machine or
weapon but also a scientist, or group of them, who may have made a

67
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major technological breakthrough or a major technological mistake. In
either case the decisions to apply the technological developments to
actual weapons development will be made by human beings balanc-
ing a wide range of political, economic, and military considerations.

To make matters more challenging, it is the discontinuities we are trying
to predict. Henry Kissinger once commented that “all intelligence services
congenitally overestimate the rationality of the decisionmaking process they
are analyzing,” and he is certainly correct.® Some of our most famous
“failures” have involved this factor. But any analyst who begins with the
presumption that all decisionmaking processes are irrational and likely to
produce irrational results is left with nothing to analyze. This approach is
about as helpful as an admonition to believe only reliable intelligence, about
which Clausewitz commented: “What is the use of such feeble maxims? They
belong to that wisdom which for want of anything better scribblers of systems
and compendia resort to when they run out of ideas.” ? The trick is to remind
ourselves constantly that irrationality is possible and accidents happen. We
also have to remind our readers that non-Western thought processes can lead
to decisions that might appear illogical or irrational to us but are entirely
sensible in another cultural context.

In very general terms—and subject to many exceptions—I would charac-
terize the spectrum of difficulty in intelligence analysis as follows:

1 . . , . ..
«r The easiest task is to report on implementation of a decision already made
that involves a wealth of straightforward evidence:

-
-

— an army on the move,
— policies and actions of organized groups in an open society,

— construction, production, or delivery of physical objects (ships, grain,
oil, tanks).

For problems of this sort, the most important job of an analyst is what we
practitioners call collection tasking—figuring out what you need to know to
follow the problem and how that information can be obtained.

Unfortunately, dealing with the “easy’” questions is seldom enough. More
often, the important questions we face deal with decisions not made or
evidence that is not clear. We are asked to assess the reactions of various
countries to alternative US policy moves, to predict the outcomes of wars on
the basis of imperfect knowledge of opposing armies, and to make economic
forecasts without access to vital economic data. Generally speaking—and my
own background as a political analyst no doubt influences my thinking—I
would say that military analysis is somewhat “easier”” than economic analysis
and economic somewhat “easier” than political analysis—in the sense of the
probability of being ‘“‘right’—but not in the sense of the need for rigor,
experience, and training.

In sum, we are not soothsayers. We cannot predict the future with
confidence. But we can reduce the range of uncertainty facing the policy-
maker, promote more thorough and enlightened debate within the policy
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community, examine the probable consequences of policy alternatives, and
alert our customers to possible disrupting events and potential areas for
progress toward US objectives. If we do these things effectively, we have

succeeded, in my view.

Consumer Reaction

Consumer reaction to our various products varies considerably, but all our
attempts to survey consumers show consistent results.

— Receptivity to what we call basic intelligence (“give me the facts”) is
uniformly high. People throughout the government appreciate access
to a storehouse of biographic material, maps, directories of foreign
government officials, data on weapons, economic statistics, population
figures, insider reports on cabinet meetings or terrorist plans, and a
variety of other data. In short, customers value transfer of knowledge
from us to them.

—_ Reactions to our regular current intelligence products are more
mixed—from comments that they are uniformly good to charges that
they are superficial. (In large measure I think the variation relates as
much to what the particular customer expects as to what we deliver.)

— We get consistently high marks for our responsiveness to requests for
products tailored to the specific needs of policymakers engaged in
crisis management, because sensible decisions cannot be made in fast- -
breaking situations without up-to-date information. (If you were .
reading your daily newspapers after the tragic shootdown of a Korean
airliner last year, you got a good example of the amount of detail we
can pull together in a hurry when the situation demands it.)

The greatest criticism of US intelligence analysis has always focused on
“estimates”—a form of the art that refers to longer range predictions and
usually carries a connotation of intelligence community participation. Many
customers feel that they can project the future as well as we, if they have the
same facts. And they are particularly prone to be critical if they do not like the
conclusions we reach. Dick Betts, for example, has cited Lyndon Johnson's
view that negative CIA assessments on Vietnam were undermining the policy
process, not contributing to it.* Perversely, policymakers have also been known
to dismiss our estimative work as unnecessary if it happens to support existing
policies, although President Johnson was delighted with our gloomy findings
on the Soviet economy in the early 1960s and President Carter was similarly
pleased with our estimates of the world oil outlook.’

e R PR AT R T

Certain peculiarities of the human thought process also increase the level
of criticism on estimates. Numerous experiments demonstrate that knowing
the outcome of any situation inevitably leads ex-post-facto judges to perceive
that outcome as much more likely—hence more predictable—than it was. And
as Roberta Wohlstetter has argued in her brilliant post-mortem on Pearl
Harbor, hindsight also makes it much easier to separate “signals” from
“noise.” 1°
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Strengths and Weaknesses

For someone who is on the inside of the intelligence establishment to try
to assess the quality of our work in a public forum presents certain practical
difficulties. For one thing, my objectivity is suspect. Moreover, most in-depth
examinations of the product in the past have taken the form of “post-
mortems —which is to say, examinations of situations in which intelligence
failed, at least in part, to warn of impending trouble or to accurately predict
events. A number of our internal evaluation efforts of this sort have gotten into
the public domain, notably via the Pike Committee. As a result, our failures
are fairly well documented on the public record, while our successes are not.
But even some of the failures involved elements of success. Success is, in any
event, difficult to judge.

For example, we clearly did not predict that the Soviets would introduce
missiles into Cuba in 1962. But did the fundamental error of judgment lie with
US intelligence or with the Soviets? Our judgment was based on a careful
assessment, reached after serious consideration, that the Soviets were not
prepared for the major confrontation with the US that such a move would
entail. And our reason for our judgment turned out to be correct—they were
not prepared for confrontation and when it came they reversed themselves. So
we were fundamentally right about the USSR’s strategic position, although we
erred in assuming that the Soviets would correctly assess the strength of US
reaction to such a move. Moreover, intelligence performance during the
missile crisis was superb—reporting and analysis provided all the information

o needed to force Khrushchev to withdraw the missiles."!

.7 Then there is the problem of self-defeating prophecy. If we judge that
one country is planning an action that is undesirable from the US perspective,
and if the US undertakes a private demarche, and if the action does not occur,
have we succeeded or not? Did US representations to New Delhi and Moscow
during the India-Pakistan war of 1971 dissuade the Indians from their
reported plans to try to destroy the Pakistani army in West Pakistan? Or were
there no such plans, as the Indians claimed, and many US officials believed? '?

Yet another problem is action and reaction. Much has been written on the
accuracy of our estimates of Soviet strategic weapons deployments over time.
And there is no doubt that we have made mistakes, as well as a number of
“right” estimates, in this area. But the political impact of intelligence
judgments may well have had a major impact on weapons trends. Here the
argument is that the “missile gap”” controversy of the late 1950s led to a major
US defense buildup. The Soviets, in response, accelerated and expanded
programs already underway (and tried to put missiles in Cuba). The buildup
on their part led in turn to perceptions in Europe and the US that the West
faced an increasing threat and to a buildup by the US that is now in its early
stages.'?

There is also the difficulty of how human beings use evidence. Psycholog-
ical research indicates that readers typically underestimate how much they
learn from new facts or new analyses—and hence give less credit than they
should to the contributions of intelligence to their own knowledge or thought
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processes."* This, too, is illustrated by Henry Kissinger’s belief that it was he
who made the analytic leap in 1970 from soccer fields near a naval facility in
Cuba to an increased Soviet naval presence there; he has no doubt completely
forgotten that he heard it first from the intelligence analysts. And he also does
not seem to realize that it turned out to be an analytic error; we learned later
that soccer had become quite popular in Cuba by 1970 and was not a good
indicator of Soviet presence.'*

That said, let me offer my own opinion of our historical track record and
the present state of affairs with regard to quality of analysis. There is no
gainsaying that we have made some major errors—the Middle East war of :
1973 and the overthrow of the Shah are two of the most notable. However, Inl
most of the attention to our work on the 1973 war has centered on our I
negative assessments immediately before the war broke out; far less mention |
has been made of very good work a few months earlier, both in an interagency '
paper and in the Department of State, pointing to the possibility of war by fall Hill
and outlining in some detail the events that might bring about such a result. At li

that juncture, we clearly understood that Sadat might initiate a war for

political reasons, knowing that he would not win militarily. By the time the ik

war began, our analytic perspective had shifted, and we discounted war i

because we were confident that the Arabs could.not win and that they knew it. ‘ I
|

The real question, therefore, is why we lost sight of the right answer, not why
we never found it.'®

On Iran, the public report of the House Permanent Select Committee on o |
Intelligence dealing with intelligence performance faults the users of intelli- ’ : '
gence equally with the producers—for their lack of receptivity to the negative i I
information they did receive, as well as their failure to question their own con- il
fidence in the Shah.' Kissinger argues that Iran was not primarily an
intelligence failure but rather a conceptual failure in understanding the
e impact of rapid economic development.'* For my own part, I believe that our
T misestimates of how the Iranian situation would evolve lay less with our lack
of understanding of the social forces at work—although we certainly did not !
do well on that score—than with our belief that the Shah had accurate ‘
information about his own country and would act effectively to handle the |

been blown all out of proportion for political reasons. For example, we
discovered a Soviet brigade in Cuba in the fall of 1979 that had probably been
there undetected for years. Substantively, this mattered little. But the political
climate of the time was highly charged and the matter of the brigade got
linked to the very contentious issue of SALT ratification. Consequently it was Ll
the subject of glaring headlines and heated exchanges—in the US and between |
the US and the USSR." P

situation.
We have also made some relatively inconsequential mistakes that have \

- — - = —— -
< —

.
.
o

9
s
b)
N7
#

The public focus on such errors has left an erroneous impression that i
intelligence seldom spots impending developments before they are obvious to i
all. As I said at the beginning, our greatest successes leave few ripples, and |
most are not a matter of public record. But some are. For example, we |
correctly alerted policymakers to the impending Sino-Soviet split at a time il ‘
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when conventional wisdom held that the USSR and China were still firm
allies. We alerted President Eisenhower and the National Security Council to
the possibility of a Soviet earth satellite several months before the first Sputnik
was launched, and we have been highly successful in predicting the advent of
major new Soviet strategic systems well before they have become operational.
We were very accurate in predicting the timing of the first Chinese nuclear
explosion. We did a remarkable job on the Arab-Israeli war of 1967—
predicting it, predicting who would win, and predicting how long it would
last. And this was done in the face of great skepticism at the senior policy level.
Thomas Powers cites this performance as the single most important factor
accounting for the high regard in which Richard Helms was held by the
Johnson Administration. We were right—much to the displeasure of many in
the policy community—in judging in 1969 that the Soviet SS-9 missile would
not have a MIRV capability. We made some mistakes on certain tactical or
specific questions concerning Vietnam—notably with regard to the Tet
offensive of 1968 and the role of Sihanoukville as a transshipment point. But
the overall record of intelligence assessments on Vietnam from 1954 on is very
good, and especially so considering the political pressures involved.®

More recently, our work on Soviet oil production, while initially flawed
by inadequate consideration of the ability of the USSR to finance oil imports
at the level we suggested, destroyed the then prevalent assumptions about
Soviet oil production capabilities (and incidentally probably caused the Soviets
to increase their resource commitments to energy production). Our examina-

.ftion of alternative withdrawal lines was vital to the Egyptian-Israeli agreement
on the Sinai. We began discussing the possibility of a Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan months before it happened, and we were right about Soviet
reluctance to invade Poland. Recent reports of the two congressional oversight
committees have given us good marks on predicting the Chinese invasion of
Vietnam, on forecasting the world oil market, on alerting the Carter adminis-
tration to the possibility of a mass emigration from Cuba, on Central America
(with particular kudos for our work on Nicaragua in the period before and
after Somoza was overthrown and our work on the Salvadoran guerillas), and
on Soviet involvement in international terrorism.?'

Indeed, in the long run, I believe that much of the criticism of
intelligence analysis in recent years, sparked in large measure by public release
of some of our own post-mortems, has had efficacious results. The fact that the
analytic elements of the intelligence community were understaffed and
underfunded emerged clearly, and you may have noted that we are actively
recruiting for personnel these days. Less noticeably, we have the funds
necessary to finance foreign travel, support conferences, let contracts, and
underwrite training—all essential to improving our capabilities. One major
benefit that stems from these more generous budget allocations is increased
interaction with the private sector, which helps to counteract a tendency to
insularity. And we have examined our own ways of doing business and made
some changes.

From my perspective, there are several key areas where I think we can
still do better. We don’t put as much emphasis as I think we should on the
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responsibility of analysts for guiding intelligence collection assets in an active
way. We have been habituated to making our best estimate of how a
particular situation will evolve; we need to move further than we have toward
examining less likely outcomes if they have significant implications. Examina-
tion of alternative outcomes has to leave room for the possibility that one or
another actor will have motives we do not fully understand or a view of the
“facts” we do not share. We still tend to seek consensus when “point-
counterpoint” might be more effective and helpful for our consumers. We are
presently well attuned to the policy process at the highest levels of govern-
ment, but we need to do better at forging links with policymakers at lower
levels, so we can find out what kinds of research and analysis can make the
greatest contribution to the process. We need to do better at ensuring that our
products reach the people who need them. And we need to encourage more
movement of people into the intelligence business at middle and senior levels
and more movement back and forth between the analytic, policy, academic,
scientific, and business communities.

We have our strengths as well. Critics notwithstanding, we have excellent
personnel. We work in a “can do” environment—intelligence analysts as a
group are willing to put out the effort to produce what is needed, when it is
needed, using the information available to them. They accept midnight phone
calls, canceled vacation plans, and wasted theater tickets as part of the job.

And we have been given a clean bill of health on the politicization issue by a
long string of investigators, including our oversight committees.”> We have
access to a massive amount of information that really does provide unique o
insights into foreign capabilites and foreign intentions. In the studies I and my
group have done, we have consistently found more to praise than to criticize.
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ropic 10: Intelligence and the Role of the DCI
Tuesday

11 December 1984

1000-1130

L

A. General:

The lecture will bring our attention to the intelligence
community, the quality of the intelligence product, and the
role of the pirector of Central Intelligence in the national
security decisionmaking process. 1t will provide another
first-hand opportunity to become acquainted with an individual
current in the issues, and to learn his perspective on the

process and interactions with the other major agencies.

For background information, a relatively current review of
the intelligence process and the coordination of national
intelligence may be useful to you. A skimming of the supple-
mentary reading by Stephen J. Flanagan should help in that
regard. The other supplementary reading, the CIA Fact Book,
has some worthwhile factual information on the organization and
structure of the Agency and the intelligence community.

The product of the intelligence community has been widely
criticized by many observers of the national security scene.
One wonders if our expectations may be too high, or whether we
need to find better ways both to produce intelligence analysis
and to organize the overall intelligence_effort.

The reading by William Casey acts as a beginning framework
for your appreciation of the historical trends in the intel-
ligence community and the aspirations of the DCI to make
improvements. Gordon McCormick points his finger at a possible
explanation of failures in intelligence which are centered in
commensurate failures to look at the cultural and historical
foundations of the societies that we analyze. The third
reading alludes to this as a partial explanation for failure in
the case of our efforts to diagnose the situation in Iran prior
to 1978. More fundamentally, it suggests basic structural
problems may pe the root cause of failures.

~ Critics charge, in particular, that the complex and time-
consuming interagency process by which the National Intelligence
Estimates (NIEs) are written and coordinated smothers competing
judgments and hides the existence of gaps in information. The
interagency process normally includes representatives from the
Central Intelligence Agency (Cc1ia), the pefense Intelligence
Agency (DIA), the Military Services
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Intelligence Staffs, and the State Department's Bureay of
Intelligence and Research (INR),

Defense have steadfastly Opposed centralized Management of
intelligence. The pcr Prepares the Nationa) intelligence
budget and reviews the intelligence Programs of the Various
Departments and Agencies. But he does not actually control any
Part of the intelligence community budget eéxcept for the cra,

Summer of 1983 appears to be a case in point, Shoulgd the
President and the NSsC expect anything different?' Does this
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2. How can we improve the quality and timeliness of the
products of the intelligence community? Should organizational
changes be made, €.9.. through:

—--the establishment of a single analytical agency
which would bring together the analysts from CIA, DIA, and INR;

--the separation of the analysts from the collectors
of intelligence, e.g., CIA analysts from the clandestine
operators;

--the delegation of responsibility for producing
separate estimates to CIA and DIA, each using all the

—

intelligence sources but neither coordinating with the other?

3. can the DCI ensure that the intelligence community
judgments are in fact objective and independent of the policy
preferences of the President and the pepartments of State and
Defense?

4, Ooften, NSC principals make and implement policies
based on different intelligence information supplied by their
own intelligence agencies. Should something be done to
consolidate the information early in a crisis? How should it
be coordinated for longer range planning so that it does not
get watered down?

C. Required Readings:

1. Casey, William J. *The American Intelligence
Community."” Presidential Studies Quarterly, Vol. XII, NO. 2, . .~
spring 1982, pp. 150-153. :

2. McCormick, Gordon H. "surprise, perceptions, and //
Military Style," OR3IS, Vol. 26, No. 4, Winter 1983, pp.
833-839.

3. US Congress. Senate Select Committee on Intelligence.
"Iran: Evaluation of US Intelligence Performance Prior to
November 1978," a Staff Report, 1979, PP. 1-8.

4. Lowenthal, Mark W. "The Burdensome Concept of
Failure." Address before the USAF Academy, 16 pp.

5. Handel, Michael I. *The Study of Intelligence." ORBIS,
vol. 26, No. 4, Winter 1983, pp. 817-821.

6. Gelb, Leslie H. "shift is Reported on CIA Actions."
The New York Times, June 11, 1984, pp. A-1l and A-8.
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 SHIFT IS REPORTED
- ONG.LA. AGTIONS

Reagan Is Said to Limit Group
Ruling on Covert Moves

am—

" ByLESLIE H. GELB
Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, June 10 — Early in
his term, President Reagan abolished
interdepartmental consultations for
Covert operations by the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, a move that continues
to influence the number and character
of covert operations, according to for-
mer and present senior officials of the
Administration.
In interviews last week, the officiais
said the President abandoned the long-
standing procedure in favor of discus-
sions and decision-making by a smali
group of senior political and national
" security advisers. One result of the

reorganization, some officials said,
. was a fivefold increase since the last
; year of the Carter Administration to
i over 50 continuing operations.

_Reducing Risk of Disclosures

“The intent of this reorganization, the
officials said, was to reduce the risk of

unauthorized news disclosures. But ac- ,

cording to knowledgeable officials, the
result has been a sharp and steady ex-
‘pansion of covert actions by the C.I.A.,
a result in part of the organizational
shift. . :

About half of the 50 continuing opera-

tions are said to be in Central America, l

with a large percentage in Africa as
well. . -

These pmgra{ns include everything

from paramilitary operations to fun- :
neling money to friendly hands, to the :
collection of inférmation by individuals '

in sensitive posifions. ,
Administra®ton Opinion Divided
Opinion is sharply divided within the
Administration over whether suitable

personnel have been available to carry
out all of these sensitive activities,

whether proper control at the policy |
level has been maintained and whether |

the accomplishments have been worth
the risks.

Where officials agree, however, is
that the reorganization removed from
the review process most of those mili-
tary and diplomatic experts in a posi-

tion to judge feasibility, risks and con-

. particularly important issues in an in-

WP
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nections to other policies and activi-
ties. The one exception has been opera-
tions in Central America, almost all of
which, officials said, have been con-
ceived and nurtured at the upper floors
of the State Department and in the
Inter-American Affairs Bureau,

Planning Group Established
Soon after his inauguration, Mr. Rea-
gan set up what he called the National
Security Planning Groyp to deal with

formal setting, according to the former
and present officials. In addition to the
President, the planning group mem- |
bers are said to include Vice President
gltll:lh; of State George P.
tz; Defense Secretary Caspar W.
Weinberger; Robert C. McFarlane, the
national security adviser; William J.
Casey, Director of Central Intelli-
gence; James A. Baker 3d, White
House chief of staff; Michael K. Deav-
er, Mr. Baker’s deputy, and Edwin j
Meese 3d, the President’s counselor.

" As distinguished from formal Na-
tional Security Council meetings, the
Chariman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is
not a member, the officials said, nor
are aides generally allowed to attend.

When intelligence activities are dis-
cussed, the Attorney General is invit-
ed, along with the Director of the Office '
of Management and Budget, the offi--
cials said, adding that Mr. Casey was
also usually accompanied by his
deputy for clandestine operations.

As a general rule, officials said those
at the meetings were given no advance
notification that covert
operations were to be discussed at a
meeting. They said papers normally
prepared by the C.1.A. were passed out
at the meeting itself and then collected
at the end of the meeting. According to;
knowledgeable sources, Mr. Reagan 1
usually makes his decision at the table.

No Advice From Staff

Thus, according to the sources, those
who attend are often without the bene-|
fit of staff advice before or during the

meeting. ;

It is troubling to several officials that
people able to give professional judg-
ments are absent and that political ad-
visers with no background in these
matters are present. |

““There’s nobody there o tell these
guys what the problems will be, what
could go wrong,”’ one officfal said. :

Another policy-level icial said,
“There is also the problem that the|
people at the top of this Administration
are fascinated with covert operations
and find it easier to approve them than

“to discuss complicated diplomatic mat-
ters.” :

Mr. Casey, in particular, was cited '
as a strong advocate of clandestine ac- '

' tion. Several sources said he did so on
. several occasions against the advice of
! C.I.A. agents and analysts.

| - Most of the sources agreed that the
i C.I.A. as an institution had not been a
]strong promoter of covert operations
] since the early 1970’s — after Congres-

A o T
A-RDP86MO00886R002800150001-8

' Johnson Administrations, and then

| the 40 Committee. In each case the

; telligence and the Chairman of the

asiid O

| sional investigations of these activities,

after many of the operations began to
seep into the public domain, risking ex-
posure of agents, and after many cov-
ert agents were dropped from the agen-
cy’srolls.

Reagan Aware of ‘Carping’

A former senior official said Mr.
Reagan was aware that ‘“‘carping” by
the departments would occur as a re-
sult of his reorganization. But this for-
mer official said the President wanted
his senior advisers to focus on the
issues themselves and not have people
around always saying why things could
not be done. .

By all accounts, however, Mr. Rea-
gan’s stated goal was to preserve se-
c

The officials interviewed acknowl-
edged that this involved a judgment on
the part of senior White House aides
and the President that most of the dis-
closures were coming from key Penta-
gon and State Department personnel

i rather than from senior levels or from

Congress. By law the President must
tell Congressional intelligence commit-
tees of covert operations and certify
they are in the national interest.

These officials insisted that by and
large secrecy had been maintained,
and that given the volume of clandes-
tine operations now under way the
overwhelming number remained se-
cret. In any event, they said the Presi-
dent was prepared to accept the trade- _
off between losing the value of expert
advise and holding down the chances of
public disclosure.

Previous administrations made the
choice the other way. Sometime during
the first Eisenhower Administration, a
special group was set up to approve
and monitor covert operations. It was
first known as the 54/12 Group, then
the 303 Committee in the Kennedy and]

under Presidents Nixon and Ford as

designation derived from the code

number of the decision document

creating the group. -
Security Adviser Was Chairman

From the 1960's on, the chairman of
the group was the President’s national
security adviser. Group members in-
cluded the Deputy Defense Secre y
the Under Secretary of State for Politi-
cal Affairs, the Director of Central In-

Joint Chiefs of Staff. Assistant Secre-|
taries of State usually attended when
the proposed ‘‘black” operation was to.
be in their region of the world, and:
papers were normally distributed in'
advance of the meetings. ;

President Carter upgraded the mem.-|
bers to include the Secretaries of State
and Defense, in what was called the Se-
curity Coordinating Committee for In.|
telligence. But most of the meetings re-|
mained at the Under Secretary and
Assistant Secretary level.
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political leaders should involve exphicit simultaneous consideration of a
high-risk/low-probability estimate of enemy action with possible
range (small as it may be) of low-risk How-cost responsive options that
offer a hedge against such action. Decisionmakers will be’less prone to
cognitive dissonance, paralysis, or reluctance to ¢ threatening
possibilities if there is some way to do so that does grave difficul-
ties. The danger in this is that it might result in king an insufficient
response. But unless the threat is unambiguous < in which case there is
no problem for prediction or decision — it is likely that no appre-
ciable response will be undertaken quickly fhan that leaders will decide

cause the analytical dilemmas are inher
problems of intelligence and decision. intelligence collection is not so
hamgpered by dilemmas, althoygh it faces tradeoffs and uncertainties in
resource allocation. Predicting dire threats that are not highly probable,
but require expensive or easant hedges (such as military alerts or
mobilization that will controversial if they later seem unnecessary)
is a tricky business, and'such predictions will often be wrong. if analysts
strive 10 minimize incidence of predictive error, however, they will
rely on assumptions that have the best track records — that is, dominant

concepts and | theories— and thus increase the chances that by
being right of the time they will be wrong in rare but critical in-
stances. A ing officer, therefore, should not be judged on how high

his batting 4verage is; if he is almost never wrong, he is not warning
enough. The other extreme, excessive numbers of wamings, also under-
cuts function with the “cry wolf”’ problem. Thus wamers who bat
either /900 or .100 are not performing well, aithough it is best to err on
the of caution. Perhaps averages on the cautious side of the mid-
dle .—say .250 1o .400 — are the best evidence of a satisfactory job.

RICHARD K. BETTS

mmlﬂmﬂﬂe me dum K- gL Car N\Jdl(

Strategy and the difficult process of evaluating the strategic behavior of
adversaries has long been based on the presumed rationality of nation-
states. Nations, much like individuals in the marketplace, are considered
to be utility-maximizing agents. Behavior is thought to flow from a set of
objectives derived from national interests, and policy is an attempt to
achieve these objectives at minimal cost, given the environmental con-
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view, is effectively a p in appl ';Havngdeﬁmdlhe
national smudcomidvdlhevmpolm economic, and
military constraints limiting action, the problem left to the strategist is
thought 10 be the relatively simple one of devising the most cost-effective
method of realizing the desired effect.

While the assumption of rationality in strategic analysis is
intuitively appealing and is, indeed, an essential 100l for defining the
problems and opportunities facing enemy decisionmakers, it is also, un-
fortunately, subject to frequent misapplication. The source of this problem
lies in the failure 10 distinguish between the process of strategy and the

ptions and perceptions from which the formulation of strategy pro-
ceeds. Where the former is an act of calculation, and, thus, by definition
is a rational process, the latter are highly subjective, and are consequently
not easily reducible to rational explanation. As Ken Booth has observed
in his useful Strategy and Ethnocentrism, *Although strategy itself might
be conceived as a universal preoccupation, [this] does not mean that it is
conceived in universal terms.”* While in one sense nations, like indi-
viduals, might usefully be thought of as utility maximizers, it is, at the
sm-eﬁm,-mpommtomﬂ\alheyaewhatm"mwdﬁmv
Wuu;dlﬁmvmdﬂnwoﬂdumm
e of perceptions in the fi lation of '
pollcycarmbemduewnmtd MRMHamhaspoomedmn,
“Perception is demonstrably an active rather than a passive process; it
constructs rather than records reality.”? Not only, therefore, are percep-
tions the foundation upon which policy is based, but it is also evident that
the accuracy of these is not especially significant for the
policymaking process. it is images of reality, rather than reality itself, that
determine the behavior of states. The fact that an adversary’s perceptions
correspond only loosely 10 the actual situation, therefore, will have little
influence on how he will choose to respond. With this in mind, it is not
surprising that national actors with distinctive world views will generally
respond 10 what seems 10 be the same set of circumstances in very
different ways. Such differences will occur despite the fact that each, from
its own perspective, nuynﬂbeopammapwdymmul(ahm
Srategic behavior, then, like all matters of human activity, is
ite relative 10 time and place. The origins of this relativism lie, in large
, in the distinctive cultural and historical traditions of nations. Culturat
historical experiences pervade alt aspects of national life. In

'n.-n-r.-n-h.mu,on

* “Cagnitive Fartan i Ducaglion and Counterdeception,”” in Donsld C. Oaniel snd Kathevine
ﬂ‘m“wwﬂmlﬁm"ﬂ.’nhhw
i, The Lagic of imagn in Poem, 19799,
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important role in defining the perceptual foundations of national strategy.
That the cultural relativism of strategic behavior is frequently lost on
military observers and commentators is reminiscet of Whitehead's
“fallacy of misplaced concreteness.”” In focusing on the presumed
rationality of enemy behavior, the analyst frequently fails to consider the
fact that this behavior, while perhaps rational in its own terms, is rooted
in perceptions of the world that are not themselves rational or universally
shared. To the degree that national strategy is based on subjective
assumptions, it cannot be approached in a purely objective manner.
Divcmndlﬁwhave over time, resulted in distinctive

“styles” of national behavior. More i for our purposes heve, they
htvedsoresultdmmmw ‘styles” or modes of thought and
action. N of art, music, or cui-

sme,mdlheyhequewydtﬁetmhwayﬂ\eypwwar These stylistic
differences can have a major impact on every area of military decision-
making, from the types of forces procured to how they are structured and
controlled and the ways in which armed forces are employed in battle.
They will also influence the decision of when, and under what circum-
stances, to g0 10 war. Once established, these patterns do not change
quickly; in fact, they tend to reinforce themselves over time. It is usually
only when a nation is faced with military defeat, or in victory suffers such
w-m!meslhatchu‘ebfovceduponﬂ that the catalyst is provided
10 re- P Even under these circumstances,
however, lhepmcessofreeummam and reform is colored by cultural
and historical imperatives over which the nation has little cognizance and
less control.
What all this means for analysis is that it is not enough to
compare static or material indicators of national power when assessing an
adversary’s capabilities, estimating his capacity for action, or attempting
to forecast probable behavior? The analyst must also develop cultural
empathy for the enemy. In particular, he must develop a sensitivity d
his ach Y's style of gic behavior. Military establishments and the
political organizations that direct them are much more than featureless
combinations of men and materiel; they are cultural systems that, while
often manifesting certain basic similarities, almost invariably reveal dis-
tinctive behavioral and, hence, opevational characteristics. if we hope to
be able 10 forecast enemy behavior with greater accuracy than has been
the case historically, it is important that we develop a sensitivity to what

*For this theme, see Hevbert Goldh Reakty o Molstary Alaus
0. R-2448-NA (Sarta Manica, Call: Rand, 1977)
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varying citcumstances. Having accomplished this, we will have gained
menmmwmmnmw

lhesecmdilionsanymlo"gaimolheenemYsshoes"wiﬂna
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opponents; ilwi"ﬂnﬂym#inwruﬁmiﬁocmmmam
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stances and choices. The Y. sile, will be operating in a seem-
ingly unpredictable fashion.
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child's brain in learning some 6,000 Chinese characters before any veali

well armed, and all alone, should (in 1941} have plunged int0 2
m‘aimkcmﬁvdfaoaduwish Empire and the United
States.”®

While it seems evident that it is more difficult to develop

wpathy for truly foreign or Jissimilar cultural syst the fact that one’s
enemy is “close to home” is clearly no guarantee of understanding.
Ahhwd\tmwmadhaveshﬂedacamnmbud«sincelm.am
hveceﬂaidyhadmwoppuwmmlamnual observation, the Egyp-
tian attack across the Suez Canal in 1973 100k Israeli planners by com-
umiu.memmnluiﬁswhewnumad‘n' excessive
reliance on assessments of the physical and qualitative balance of forces.
mubﬂumhbeinﬁeiﬂm,mdmmiummeimim
Mwhm(oolishaslomdhlhefacedmchwpeviomy,me
qulimmﬂcﬁosendlompmdtoudyindkaimmaw
was preparing for war. In doing so they failed to appreciate the Egyptian
need for ““psychological recovery,” and the possibility that Sadat would
initiate a war of limited objectives designed 10 achieve 3 political victory
far short of the military defeat of lsrael.

The Anglo-Argentine war in the Falklands provides a similar
W,Thefmlhamiﬂ\evpanyinmiscuﬂidhadadeawm
ingd\hewaeskmdpditialsimaﬁondisoppmemhas,inmaped,
becmndeu.'l‘he&iﬁsh,‘aadwi&cemin ings that the Argenti
were preparing for an invasion, could not believe that they would actually
tiack, The Argentines, for their part, could not believe that having seized
Mfm.ﬂnmwwldmdlvaﬂ\evmbkwnkem
back. Eachsidewascleuiywisdandnaalimedisappoimed in the
other.

in these and other instances, surprise resulted, first, not from a
failure 10 observe the enemy’s preparations for war, but from the failure
bmmmmuwm&nfmwmmk. There are
many reasons for such failings, ranging from organizational and proce-

« Quoted in Adhr | Masder, OW Friends, New Enemies: The Royel Nevy and the imperial
WM.S“M vo)&lulmvd:oidmn-.!un,w 347, 345.

* in jomes Neidpath, The S Naval Base and the Defence of Britain’s Eastern
Empive, 19151941 New York: Owiond University Press, 1981), p. 181.

¢ Bouth, Srategy and Ethnocenwrism, p. s3.

Approved For Release 2008/08/20 : CIA-RDP86M00886R002800150001-8 waNTER 101 e 87




Approved For Release 2008/08/20 : CIA-RDP86M00886R002800150001-8

FORUM

dural contusion 1o the incredulity ot deasionmakers.” Consequently, it
would he a mistake to tocus exclusively on any one ot them as the source
of the problem. In the cases discussed above, however, and i many other
instances, an important tactor contnbuting to surpnse was the inabihity ot
intetligence observers and consumers to understand or perceive events
trom the enemy’s point of view. This resulted in serious misjudgments
concerming the nature of enemy planning, and ultimately 1o behavioral
surprise. This problem was naturally compounded by the uncertainty
mherent in behavioral prediction and the fact that, in times of crisis,
assessments must be made quickly, on the basis of incomplete, otten
ambiguous, and sometimes contradictory information. The fact that this is
s, however, only reinforces the need to interpret what information s
available i terms of an accurate paradigm of enemy behavior

Recognition of the need to take into account the cultural and
historical toundations of national behavior has been surprisingly late in
coming to the strategie community. This failing has been due, in part, to
the character of the Western military heritage, which, in emphasizing the
material over the psychological dimensions of strategy, has shown little
evidence of concern tor the manner in which the forces of tradition
intluence when, where, and how nations go to war. As Sir Charles Oman
noted some years ago in his seminal work on wartare in the Middle Ages:
“tor centuries war was studied as an art in the East, while in the West it
remained largely a matter of hard fighting.”® The truth of this statement
has been reflected time and again not only in the history of Western
military operations, but also in the writings of mainstream Western mili-
tary theonsts, who almost without exception have neglected the subjec -
tive dimension of strategic behavior in their attempt to reduce warfare to
an exact science, applicable across time and space.®

Even today, what is known in principle is seldom accom-
plished, or at least accomplished well, in practice. Though we hear fre-
quent references to the concept of military style and, indeed, are generally
prepared to believe that differing styles of war do in fact exist, when faced
with an immediate need to assess enemy behavior, we are quick to resort
to the assumption of rationality discussed above. Such an approach is
easy, gives the appearance of being rigorous, and offers the (false) promise
of definitive results.

Cultural and historical expeniences, however, play an impor-
tant role in determining the manner in which national strategy is con-

T hor an excellent discussion of the sources of surpise see Richard K Betts. Surperse Attack
Lessons tor Detense Planning (Washington. Brookings, 19811, pp 87149

S W O Oman, The Ant of War in the Middle Ages (London T Fisher Unwin. 1885) p 29

¥ For a briet desc ussion of the paeudand rentific charactes of Western military theory, see Yehosha
(at Harkabr, Theory and Do tiine i Classical and Modeen Strategy, Working Pager no 1% (Washington
International Sex unty Studies Program The Wilson Center 1981}
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cetverd and executed. To the extent that we are produdcts of our own past,
they also have animportant intluence on the way we interpret and predict
enemy behavior This occurs directly when we iterpret the ineaming ot
events in terms of our owno perspectives of what is sigmticant and what is
not, and, indirectly, v.hen our perceptions become a filter that distorts our
observation of enemy activities, predisposing us to pay attention to certain
events or types of information and not ta others. If we hope to avoid
unpleasant surprises in the future, we must guard against the tendency to
see the enemy as we see ourselves. Behavioral predictions are, inthe end,
no better than the assumptions upon which they are based. 1tis essential,
therefore, that the assumptions we use in assessing the actions of our
opponents accurately retlect their view of the world and established mili-
tary style.

GORDON H. McCORMICK

Dealing with the Unexpected*

Given our se bn interests, the nature of the threats betore us, and the
need to prevent imadvertent escalation, we would obviously prefer to
deter war, as opposed-1o having to undo at great and possibly intolerable
cost the consequences of an enemy attack. But we cannot afford to defend
against all threats with the degree of confidence that « onservative military
planners would consider adequate.’ Nor can we try to get by cheaply with
expedients like all-purpose nuclear deterrents. Instead we have to make
assessments about what risks (an‘b__v tolerated and seek, where passible,
to acquire relatively inexpensive kinds of insurance to deter, detext, and
respond to enemy action. .

One of the most important ways of helping support both of
these aims is by intelligence gathering and assessment of enemy capabili-
ties and intentions. If we are competent in these pursuits, we can relieve
some time pressures in a crisis, better distribute sc arce resources among
a broad range of obligations, reap some political réwards, and enjoy the
luxury of a longer-term perspective for planning, should we choose to
exploit it.

Unfortunately, intelligence, warning, and athed measures (like

* The views expressed in this atticte are my own, and dao el necmsanly refledct those ol the Rand
Corporation or any of its sponsors

' The pont chiets of staft regularly estimate the forces needed to satisly the full range of U'S
secunty requirements with high ¢ onfidenc e in their annual fomt Strateric Planmiog Document (fomerly
the nt Strategic Obges tives Plan) The requitesd lorce structure excesds by a comaderable degies the
actual detense bud
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THE AMERICAN INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY*

by

THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY
Director of Central Intelligence

Recognition of the need for intelligence
concerning the intentions of our adver-
saries is as old as the nation itself. During
the War of Independence General Wash-
ington observed:

The necessity of procuring good intelli-
gence is apparent and need not be fur-
ther urged —all that remains for me to
add is, that you keep the whole matter
as secret as possible. For upon secrecy,
success depends in most enterprises of
the kind, and for the want of it, they
are generally defeated, however well
planned and promising a favorable
issue.

During the first 165 years of our
nation’s history, however, we were able to
cxist behind the security of wide oceans
and f{riendly borders and the need for
intelligence was episodic. The world
changed drastically for America in gener-

al, and for the fledgling intelligence com- -

munity in particular, on December 7,
1941 and, for better or worse, it will never
again be the same. The United States no
longer enjoys the splendid isolation that
its oceans and borders once provided, and
it must now exist in a world in which the
minimum period of warning in the event
of nuclear attack is counted in less than 20
minutes.

As a result, we have today a national in-
telligence community made up of more
scholars in the social and physical sciences
than any campus can boast. It uses pho-
tography, electronics, acoustics and other
technological marvels to gather facts from
the four corners of the globe and informs
the public, as we saw in the SALT debate,
of the precise capabilities of weapons on

* This essay is based upon an address delivered by
Director Casey March 13, 1982 in Washington D.C.
at the Thirteenth Annual Student Symposium spon-
sored by the Center for the Study of the Presidency.
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the other side of the globe which the
Soviets keep most secret.

The first priority in our intelligence
work is still the Soviet Union. It is the
only country in the world with major
weapons systems directly targeted at the
United States which could destroy the
U.S. in half an hour. We put the largest
slice of our resources into the task of
understanding Soviet military capabili-
ties, which have grown enormously in pre-
cision, accuracy and sophistication as well
as power,

Our superior technology defends
against Soviet military advantages in man-
power and sheer volume of weaponry. A
television documentary on the KGB
shown by the Canadian Broadcasting
Company a few months ago, for example,
concluded that the theft of inertial
guidance technology by Soviet intelligence
improved the accuracy of Soviet ICBM’s
and made U.S. land-based missiles vul-
nerable, thereby creating the need to build
the MX missile system as a replacement at
a cost of 30 to 60 billion dollars.

The Soviet political and military ser-
vices, KGB and GRU, have for years been
training young scientists, to -target and
roam the world to acquire technology for
their military arsenal from the U.S.,
Western Europe, Japan ‘and anywhere
else. They have acquired technology
worth many billions by purchase, legal
and illegal, by theft, by espionage, by
bribery, by scientific exchanges and by ex-
ploiting our open literature and our
Freedom of Information Act.

George Washington, wherever he is,
and people in other countries, must find it
puzzling that our Government permits
any person, including an officer of an an-
tagonistic intelligence service, to apply for
documents from our intelligence records
and demand lengthy legal justification if
they are denied.
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A iaw that is grounded in the presump-
tion that all Government records should
be accessible to the public, unless the
Government can justify in detail a com-
pelling national security rationale for
withholding them, wnwarrantedly dis-
rupts the effective operation of an intelli-
gence agency.

Thus for reasons of security as well as
efficiency, there is a strong current of opin-
ion in this Administration—and 1 believe
in the Congress and the public—in favor
of some modification of the Freedom of
Information Act and other questionable
burdens imposed on intelligence and other
Government activities. I wish to em-
phasize that this does not represent a
retreat from our Government’s historic
and cherished commitment to protecting
essential liberties. But we should bear in
mind, as Justice Goldberg once said, that
“while the Constitution protects against
invasions of individual rights, it is not a
suicide pact.”

Secrecy is essential to any intelligence
organization. Ironically, secrecy is ac-
cepted without protest in many areas of
our society. Physicians, lawyers, clergy-
men, and grand juries, journalists, in-
come tax returns, crop futures—all have

confidential aspects protected by law.

Why should national security information
be entitled to any less protection?

There was a time when intelligence had
most of its job done when it had counted
and measured the capabilities of weapons
of destruction, followed indications and
warnings of their use and passed this in-
formation to the military for appropriate
action.

Today we also need to assess and deal
with a whole range of initiatives and tac-
tics —diplomacy, subversion, disinforma-
tion, destabilization, provision of sophisti-
cated weapons, support and exploitation
of terrorism and insurgency.

The emergence of this new array of in-
tangible weapons which influence, erode
and undermine on a worldwide scale
places a wholly different and far wider re-
sponsibility on intelligence. It is a respon-
sibility which was neglected as the Intelli-
gence Community lost 50% of its people
and 40% of its funding during the 1970s

and, at the time, was forced to give high
priority to following a Soviet military and
political threat growing rapidly in magni-
tude and in sophistication.

We face a skill in propaganda which
continually puts us at a disadvantage.
While American intelligence has shown
the Soviets carrying off the biggest peace-
time military buildup in history, deploy-
ing over 200 missiles targeted at Western
Europe and using chemical and bacterio-
logical weapons against women and chil-
drenin Afghanistan and Indo-China, they
have succeeded in painting the United
States as the threat to peace.

This is accomplished through their pol-
tical and intelligence apparatus in a far-
flung and many-sided campaign of what
they call active measures. Our intelligence
must continue to identify the distortions
of this propaganda and establish the
truths to combat it.

1f we look beyond Europe where a com-
bination of these active measures and not
too subtle intimidation seeks to divide us
from our allies, we sec the other contin-
ents of the world plagued and beleagured
by subversion and witch’s brew of destabi-
lization, terrorism and insurgency fueled
by Soviet arms, Cuban manpower and
Libyan money, with East Germany,
North Korea, and the PLO chipping in
special skills and experience. It's impor-
tant to understand how all this works.

Beginning in 1974 and 1975, the Soviet
Union undertook a new, much more ag-
gressive strategy in the Third World. They
found destabilization, subversion and the
backing of insurgents in other countries
around the world attractive and relatively
risk free. Exploiting the availability first
of Cuba and subsequently of other coun-
tries to serve as Soviet surrogales or prox-
ies, they have been able to limit the
political, economic and military cost of
intervention.

In the aftermath of Vietnam, the Soviet
Union soon began to test whether the
U.S. would resist foreign-provoked and
supported instability and insurgence else-
where in the Third World. Fully awarc of
the political climate in this country, in the
1970s they developed an aggressive stra-
tegy in the Third World. It avoided direct
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confrontation and instead exploited local
and regional circumstances to take maxi-
mum advantage of third-country forces
(or surrogates) to attain Soviet objectives.
This enables Moscow to deny involve-
ment, to label such conflicts as internal,
and to warn self-righteously against “out-
side interference.” There is little disagree-
ment among analysts that Soviet and
proxy successes in the mid- to late-70s in
Angola, Ethiopia, Cambodia, Nicaragua
and elsewhere have encouraged the So-
viets 1o rely on and support the Cubans,
Vietnamese and, recently, the Libyans
ever more aggressively.

Over the last several years, the Soviets
and their allies have supported, directly or
indirectly, radical regimes or insurgencies
in more than a dozen countries in every

part of the Third World. The United

States and its friends have had difficulty
countering these insurgencies. It is much

" caster and much less expensive to support
an insurgency than it is for us and our
friends to resist one. It takes relatively few
people and little support to disrupt the in-
ternad peace and cconomic stability of a
small country.

IUs truly remarkable the way the com-
bination of money and manpower from
two tiny countries, Cuba and Libya, with
skills and arms provided by the Soviet
Union and its satellites like Vietnam,
North Korea, and East Germany, has ter-
rorized four continents over the last ten
vears.,

Subversion and terrorism destabilize
existing governments. Insurgency is or-
ganized and supplied with weapons and
experienced guerrilla leaders. Manpower
is brought for training to Cuba, Lebanon,
South Yemen, Bulgaria or Libya, where
Lerrorists training camps seem to make up
the second largest industry next to oil.

Terrorism, the sophisticated terrorism
of today, is big business and requires big
money. Safehouses in safe areas, modern
secure weapons, travel documents, trans-
portation, etc., are very expensive, Ter-
rorists need more than money. They re-
quire safe training sites, use of diplomatic
bags, safe embassies, multiple travel
documents, they need a country to back
them. Qadhafi has been picking up a large

- Approved For Release 2008/08/20 : CIA-RDP86M00886R002800150001-8 ...

slice of this and has attempted — by act or
by just leaks of an act —to strike at senior
American officials at-home and abroad.
In so doing he has caused disruption of
our normal way of life on the official
level, the expenditure of millions, and
some degree of skepticism among our
allies about our intelligence and subse-
quent actions. All this at very little cost
and a great deal of “revolutionary”
publicity for him. He also, at one time or
another, tried to assassinate Nimeriri and
Sadat, his neighbors in Sudan and Egypt.

Cuba is the other worldwide trouble-
maker. For a nation of ten million people,
Cuba has displayed a remarkable reach on
a worldwide scale. It has 70,000 military
and civilian advisors abroad in almost 30
countries. Of these more than half are
military. Over 40,000 are in Africa, and
some 7,000 in the Middle East. There are
12,000 Cuban technical trainees working
in Czechoslovakia and East Germany,
and 5-6,000 studying in the Soviet Union.

How did this phenomenon develop?
Part of it springs from the demographics —
the same source —a combination of over-
population and youth unemployment—
which gave us 150,000 Cuban refugees in
the Mariel boat lift. Since 1980, there has
been a surge in the 15-19 year old age
group of 50 percent.Castro has admitted
that tens of thousands of youths are out
of work. He said in a recent speech that he
would like to send 10,000 Cuban youths
to Siberia to cut timber for Cuban con-
struction projects. They have lots of
young men to train and send into other
countries—and that’s the way to _get
preferment in government employment in
Castro’s Cuba,

The other source of Cuba’s aggression
is Soviet influence and support. The
Soviets sell their weapons. Arms sales
earn about 20 percent of their hard cur-
rency. Last year they gave Cuba four
times the previous ten-year annual
average.

In addition to free military equipment,
the Soviet Union gives Cuba $8 million a
day, or $3 billion a year, to keep its
economy going. The Russians buy sugar
at a premium and sell oil at a discount.
There is no way that.Cuba could play the
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role it does in Latin America, Africa, and
the Middle East without this cash and
military support from the Soviet Union.
Moscow doesn’t give away $3 to $4 billion
a year unless they have a purpose.

Today Cuba sits astride the Caribbean
with a modernized army of 150,000
troops, reserves of 100,000 and 200 Soviet
MIGs. It now has the largest military es-
tablishment in the Western Hemisphere,
save those of the U.S. and Brazil.

Cuba’s recent combat experience in An-
gola and Ethiopia, together with its over-
whelming qualitative and numerical
superiority in weapons, provides it with a
particularly ominous intervention capa-
bility in the Caribbean and Central Am-
erica. This is clearly not the sole source of
violence and instability in the Caribbean
Basin, but it magnifies and international-
izes what would otherwise be local con-
flicts. Cuba’s most immediate goals are to
exploit and control the revolution in
Nicaragua and to induce the overthrow of
the governments of E} Salvador and Gua-
temala. At the same time, the Cuban gov-
ernment is providing advice, safehaven,
communications, training and some fi-
nancial support to several South Ameri-
can organizations. Training in Cuban
camps has been provided in the last two
years to groups from a dozen Latin Amer-
ican countries.

Today, we live in an extraordinarily
challenging world. Protected though we
may be by military might and economic
strength, we are vulnerable without an ef-
fective intelligence service. We need it to
help us judge the capabilities and inten-
tions and monitor the activities of those
with interests adverse to ours, Lo evaluate
changing cconomic and political trends
worldwide, and to anticipate danger
before it threatens.

Your generation is the first in this cen-
tury to grow entirely to maturity in a
world where the United States is being
actively pressed to defend its role as the
foremost economic and industrial power
in the world. We now face competition
from others in the free world, but we are
still very much a great nation and power.
Any country that can successfully
engineer a feat like the flawless launch
and recovery of the Columbia space shut-
tle has adequate resources and resolve to
retain its position as feader of the free
world. We all can take great pride in that
magnificent achievement.

We nevertheless must recognize that we
are now challenged as never before by
military and commercial competitors of
unprecedented strength. We can not rest
on past achievements. We have permitted
our own resources, both material and
spiritual, to be drawn down. In the pri-
vate sector, we have allowed an alarming
decline in productivity and hence in our
ability to compete in world markets. In
the governmental sector, we have contin-
ually exhausted our reserves and then bor-
rowed to cover the shortfall, compound-
ing the inflationary pressure on interest
rates and sapping public confidence in the
Government’s ability to control expen-
ditures.

These trends must not be allowed to
continue. We must trim the fat, revitalize
our institutions and reaffirm our will and
purpose to work for peace and freedom.

Critical to this are the human resources
in which this nation has always been so
rich, young people with good minds and
good educations, with energy and enthusi-
asm and the confidence to tackle the diffi-
culties ahead of us. You will meet that
challenge.
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